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Abstract 
This study aims to examine the impact of formative assessment with corrective feedback as one of the 
effective tools that improve the performance of students who study English as a second language (L2 
learners). More specifically, it contributes to research on the complex relationship between the 
attitudes and practices of English language teachers and students regarding the way they understand 
and practice the basics of formative assessment and corrective feedback when checking students’ 
achievement. In order to achieve this goal, the study investigated this matter in light of the following 
guiding questions: What are the effects of corrective and formative feedback in improving students who 
are learning English as a second language level L2 learners? How might teachers provide effective 
assistance to their students during this stage? 
To address these questions, A total of 58 subjects were divided into a control group (n=29) and an 
experimental group (n=29). All the subjects were second-year cadets at a military academy. Both 
groups were given a pre-test prior to the teaching of English “comparative forms”. The purpose of the 
pre-test was to make sure that the two groups were homogenous. The pre-test was then followed by the 
teaching of English “comparative forms” in both groups. The experimental group was given a 
formative assessment where each subject also received one-on-one corrective feedback. Finally, a 
post-test (summative assessment) was given to both groups. 
After collecting and analyzing the data, it was found that providing a formative assessment and 
corrective feedback has a positive impact on improving students’ level of accurate understanding 
accurately and student writing as well as correct reading. 
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Definitions of Terms 
▪ Formative: 
Serving to form something, especially having a profound influence on a person’s development. 
▪ Assessment: 
The action or an instance of making a judgment about something: the act of assessing something: 
APPRAISAL. 
▪ Corrective: 
Tending to correct or rectify generally used to refer to something that is intended to improve a 
situation. 
▪ Feedback: 
The transmission of evaluative or corrective information about an action, event, or process to the 
original or controlling source. 
▪ L2 learners  
The students learning a Second Language, non-native language, foreign language, it is a process of 
acquiring language capacity after another language (or languages) have already been learned 
natively. 
▪ EFL Learners 
EFL is an abbreviation for (English as a Foreign Language) This is mainly used to talk about students 
(whose first language is not English) learning English while living in their own country (For example, 
a Chinese person learning English in China). 
Keywords 
assessment, feedback, formative, summative, teaching English as a foreign language 
 
1. Introduction 
Formative assessments stand in contrast to summative assessments. On the one hand, summative 
assessments are used to evaluate the achievement of students at the end of a course, program, semester, 
or school year. That is, the final grade of students is determined based on their performance in 
summative assessments. Formative assessments, on the other hand, are used to help teachers identify 
whether students have any difficulties or learning needs during the course, program, semester, or 
school year. Thus, formative assessments ultimately aim at improving students’ performance on 
summative assessments. 
Formative assessment refers to a wide variety of methods that teachers use to conduct in-process 
evaluations of student comprehension, learning needs, and academic progress during a lesson, unit, or 
course. Formative assessments help teachers identify concepts that students are struggling to 
understand, skills they are having difficulty acquiring, or learning standards they have not yet achieved 
so that adjustments can be made to lessons, instructional techniques, and academic support. 
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The usual goal of formative assessment is therefore to collect detailed information that can be used to 
improve instruction and student learning while it is happening. What makes an assessment “formative” 
is not the design of a test, technique, or self-evaluation, per se, but the way it is used—i.e., to inform 
in-process teaching and learning modifications. 
1.1 Review of the Relevant Literature 
In this regard, a number of previous studies concerning with the subject matter of the current research 
were examined or addressed, the most important of which are: 
 Maddalena Taras (2008) found that there was a general consensus among practitioners on the 
understanding of the term “formative assessment”. Eighty per cent (40/48) of lecturers 
mentioned it to be “developmental” and/or “for learning” (2 did not reply). The definition of 
formative assessment also reflected the etymological meaning of assessment, however: only 
28 per cent (14/48) mentioned “feedback”. Formative assessment is argued, however, to be 
properly understood as summative assessment plus feedback, such as some form of correction.  
 Ehsan Rassaei, Ahmad Moinzadeh, Manijeh Youhanaee (2012) carried out a study in which the 
impacts of two types of feedback-related evidence which are believed to be crucial in second 
language (L2) development were compared. Positive evidence provides learners with the 
correct and target-like structures or what is acceptable in L2 while negative evidence indicates 
learners clearly what is unacceptable. One framework for investigating the roles of positive 
and negative evidence is based on research on their role in corrective feedback in L2 
acquisition. Corrective feedback is defined as a teacher’s reactive move that invites a learner 
to attend to the grammatical accuracy of the utterance which is produced by the learner (Sheen, 
2007), and Rassaei et al. (2012) found that corrective feedback giving explicit negative 
evidence was superior to other types. Carroll and Swain (1993), studied the effects of four 
different types of feedback: explicit hypothesis rejection, explicit utterance rejection, 
modeling/implicit negative feedback, and indirect metalinguistic feedback. Findings showed 
that the group receiving explicit hypothesis rejection outperformed all the other groups, 
providing evidence again that explicit correction played more a important role in learning 
correct grammatical generalizations than implicit correction. 
 Lyster and Ranta (1997) categorized corrective feedback into six different types when 
investigating four immersion classrooms at the primary level: explicit correction, recast, 
clarification requests, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation, and repetition. They found that 
teachers used recast (55%) the most out of the six different types of feedback, followed by 
elicitation, clarification requests, metalinguistic feedback explicit correction, and repetition of 
errors (5%). However, recast, which is often positive and implicit, was the least likely to lead 
to uptake in student responses to feedback, whereas elicitation led to student responses the 
most successfully. 
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1.2 Objectives of the Study 
I aim to demonstrate the effectiveness in EFL teaching of formative assessment with corrective 
feedback in improving the performance of L2 learners learning comparative forms. Objectives are 
therefore: 
1) To determine the effect of using formative assessment on later summative assessment of the 
attainment of students at the end of a course that has been instructed in a systematic way. 
2) To study the effectiveness of the formative assessment in helping teachers to assess the 
students’ status and whether they need extra help in the classroom. 
3) To verify the existence of effective corrective feedback methods to help students improve their 
performance through formative assessment. 
1.3 Importance of the Study 
Formative assessment is an important process that used by teachers and students during instruction that 
provides feedback to adjust ongoing teaching and learning to improve students’ achievement of 
intended instructional outcomes therefore formative assessment takes place during instruction. 
Meanwhile feedback also focused on the conditions and principles of effective feedback that will have 
most effect on student learning where it explain how the use of written feedback from lecturers can 
improve student outcomes and grades from one assessment task to the next one therefore it has been 
determined by many experts as a very important and vital tool that much helpful for the students to 
improve their skills and minimize the related errors. 
1.4 Research Hypothesis  
Based upon the above-mentioned arguments, the following hypothesis can be formulated: 
1) Corrective feedback as a part of formative assessment plays an important role in the final 
summative performance of EFL learners. 
 
2. Method 
A total of 58 subjects were divided into a control group (n=29) and an experimental group (n=29). All 
the subjects were second-year cadets at a military academy. Both groups were given a pre-test prior to 
the teaching of English “comparative forms”. The purpose of the pre-test was to make sure that the two 
groups were homogenous. The pre-test was then followed by the teaching of English “comparative 
forms” in both groups. The experimental group was given a formative assessment where each subject 
received one-on-one corrective feedback. Finally, a post-test (summative assessment) was given to both 
groups. 
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3. Result 
 
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of the Groups’ Performances in Pre- and Post-Tests 
 Pre-test Post-test 
Group M SD M SD 
Control 1.69 1.92 6.59 4.19 
Experimental 2.62 2.87 9.17 .97 
Note. Participants in each group (n=29); Maximum score on each test is 10. 
 
Table 1 above shows that the subjects in the two groups performed slightly differently in the pre-test. 
However, the high standard deviations clearly indicate the wide variation among the subjects in prior 
ability. Furthermore, the difference between the groups on the pre-test was not significant 
(t(56)=-1.4504, p=.153). Results of the post-test however show a clearly better performance in favor of 
the experimental group. The t-test result indicates a highly significant difference between the groups 
(t(56) =3.324, p=.002), supporting the efficacy of formative assessment and feedback on the learning of 
English comparative forms. Figure 1 below illustrates the post-test’s mean difference in both groups. 
 
www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/grhe            Global Research in Higher Education                  Vol. 2, No. 3, 2019 
109 
Published by SCHOLINK INC. 
Figure 1. Post-Test Difference between Control and Experimental Groups 
 
Cohen’s d effect size was also computed to quantify the effect of formative assessment and feedback 
on the students’ learning of English comparative forms. Cohen’s d is operationalized by calculating the 
mean difference between two scores and then dividing the result by the pooled standard deviation. The 
results show a large effect size of formative assessment and feedback on the learning of L2 
comparative forms (Cohen’s d=.85). According to Cohen (1992), a value of 0.8 or greater is a very 
large effect. 
 
4. Discussion 
As was mentioned above, the current study was designed to determine the effect of formative 
assessment with corrective feedback on improving the performance of L2 learners learning English 
comparative forms. After collecting and analyzing the data, it was noted that providing formative 
assessment and corrective feedback in addition to instruction had a positive impact on improving 
students’ level of accurate understanding and use of comparative forms. This is therefore consistent 
with the literature which we reviewed in 1.1 above, and for example with Bitchener (2008) who 
revealed that using various kinds of formative assessment and corrective feedback in student groups 
can also lead to improvement in writing.  
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Students who received formative assessment and corrective feedback in the present study performed 
better in the post-test than the control group, which implies that greater emphasis should be placed on 
formative assessment and corrective feedback in the education and training process. On the other hand, 
however, Bitchener and Knoch (2009) reported that error correction alone, without additional feedback 
was just as beneficial as more elaborate forms of feedback (such as explicit explanation). Hence the 
question as to what precise form of feedback is the most beneficial remains to be answered. Moreover, 
we do not know what form of formative assessment and corrective feedback would have the greatest 
impact on improving the level of students at all levels of learner ability, nor which different types are 
likely to produce the best improvement in learning over the long term. 
 
5. Conclusion and Recommendations  
In conclusion, the results of the present study show that the subjects in the experimental group 
significantly outperformed the subjects in the control group. This is due to the fact that the subjects in 
the experimental group received corrective feedback in a formative assessment which ultimately aimed 
at improving their performance in the later summative assessment. Furthermore, the result of Cohen’s d 
revealed a large effect size for formative assessment with systematic corrective feedback on the 
learning of L2 comparative forms. The pedagogical implication that the findings suggest is that 
formative assessment and corrective feedback are useful strategies for promoting learning in an EFL 
context, at least with low-proficiency level second language learners. 
The researcher finally presents a number of recommendations, with the aim of contributing to and 
strengthening the understanding and use of formative assessment and corrective feedback to improve 
students’ performance, especially L2 learners, by offering suggestions based on the current study.  
1) There should be collaboration between students and teachers to extend the use of formative 
assessment with feedback to enhance all parts of the EFL syllabus, including reading and writing. 
2) Students have to be given more formative assessment with corrective feedback, either as 
groups or individually, because effective formative assessment and corrective feedback provide 
the learner with two types of information: verification and elaboration. 
3) L2 learners and teachers must consider formative assessment and corrective feedback as 
Scaffolding: it provides support which enables English learners to do more advanced activities 
and to engage in more advanced thinking and problem solving than they could without such help. 
4) There is an additional effective cognitive mechanism by which formative assessment and 
corrective feedback may benefit learners. It can signal a gap between their current level of 
performance and some desired level of performance or goal. Resolving this gap can motivate the 
learner to engage higher levels of effort. 
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